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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the above identified patent application are hereby 
requested. Clain^s 1, 2, 4, 6, 8-12, 14-53, 55-59, 61-64, 66-81, 83-85, 87-101, and 103-105 are 
now in the application with claims 1, 53, 58, 59, 81, 91, and 103 being ^dependent. CMms 53, 
56, and 57 have been amended. No new matter has been added. The Examiner is thanked for 
withdrawing the objections to the drawings, the title, and the specification. The Exammer also .s 
thanked for withdrawmg the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. Th. Office's 
rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. §101 
Cla,ms 81, 83-85, 87-90. and 103-105 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as allegedly 
being directed to non-statutory subject matter. The OfHce's contentions are respectfully 

traversed. 

With respect to claim 81, the Office (Action of August 28, 2007 at page 3) asserts 
(emphasis added)... 

As to claim 81, the claimed system includes various means for accomplishing 
various tasks, but the specification does not appear to show that any of the means 
ishartae. The means are therefore interpreted to he .nftw... p.. ^_ 
non-Statutory. 

Claims 83-85 and 87-90 are rejected based on claim 81. 
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Claim 81 recites "...means for monitoring time and location data corresponding to a 
mobile communications device...." The specification (para. [0022]) discloses (emphasis 
added)... 

Time and location monitor 116 is an exemplary embodiment of a moijitoring 
devicem. A monitoring device 122 may include, for example, a web^enabled 
device, or a wireless device , or a Tl or other hard-wired connecHo. H...^.. such 
as a television channel monitoring device, to record the activity on a television 
124 in order to provide information on viewing habits, for example, or a 
telephone monitor to record telephonic activity, such as over a landline telephone 
124, or an internet monitor to record internet viewing habits over a computer 124, 
or a purchasing monitor, such as a credit card machine 124, to track purchases at 1 
particular store or stores by a particular user or users, or a monitor to track inter- 
relations between users, such as by telephone or over the internet. 
Communications device, such as device 124, may provide data to the monitoring 
device 122 via a link, such as link 123, via, for example, a wireless or a hard- 
wired comiection. Monitoring device 122 may provide data to the virtual database 
104 via link 125, such as an internet link 125 through the network 106. A 
networked link, or a non-wired link, or a non-networked link, including an RF or 
optical link, may couple the mo nitor 122 to the virtu al datah.«. l nA 
Thus, the means for monitoring time and location data includes at least the fene^idlocation 
monitor 116, which is an exemplary embodiment of a monitoring devi.. 122. Therefore, the 
means recited in claim 81 include Ww^. Accordingly, withdi^wal of the rejection of claims 
81, 83-85, and 87-90 under 35 U.S.C. §101 is respectfully requested. 

With respect to claim 103, the Office (Action of August 28, 2007 at page 3) asserts 
(emphasis added).,. 
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As .0 Cairn .03, fte claimed search engine does no. appear ,o have any hardware 
^mmn^. Therefore, rta search engine i. inte^reted .o be saflwae^^^ 
non-Statutory ■ 

Claims 104 and 105 are rejected based on claim 103. 

Cla,ml03recites(emphasisadded)^..a,,,„ communicatively conn^^^^ 
first data bank...." The specification (para. [0029]) dxscloses (emphasis added)... 

The controller may be a controller known to those skilled in the art, such as a 

DSP, comparator, bus controller, or the Uke, for example. 
The specification (para. [0032]) further discloses (emphasis added). 

The controller 202 and/or the storage database 210 may include therewithin a 
simulator of human responses, such as a heuristic modeler 226. This heuristic 
modeler 226 may be programmed as software, and may have associated therewith 
a plurahty of comparison information, or ma^dncludehaj^^ 

commmr, in conjunction with the programming, or may reside in hardware 
only. 

Thu.,fte.peciflca«on discloses to d.e,,«^Hs implemented .nhsd^. Therefore fl,e 
search engine recited « Cairn .03 inCudes a ^^^^^ 

fte rejection of claims 103-105 under 35 U.S.C. §10. also is respec&lly requested. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. §103 
Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 8-12, .4-17, 22-25. 27-28. 30-34, 41-53. 55-59, 61-64. 66-81, 83-85 
87-93. and 95-101 stand .ejected under 35 U.S.C. 5.03(a, as a..eged.y being unpatentable over 
U.S. Paten, No. 6.327,574 to Kramer et al. in v.ew of U.S. Patent No. 6,363.4.9 to Martin ,r et 
al. Catms ,8-21 and 35-40 stand .ejected under 35 U.S.C. §.03(a) as allegedly being 
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unpatentable over Kramer etal. in view of Martin Jretal ... u 

No 5 761 6^. . ^ "^^'^ °f U.S. Patent 

No. 5,761,662 to Dasan. Claims 26 and 94 stand rejected under 35 U S C .lOV . 
beingunpatentableoverKrameret , ■ - '^^^ ^-^C- § 103(a) as allegedly 

p , ^ ^™^^^^-^"^^^-°^^-^-J-tal.,andfUnherinviewofUS 
Patem No. 6,869,018 to Filfield etal Claim 29 h 

al. Claim 29 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 

allegedly being unpatentable over Kramer.. , • • S^"-3(a)as 
Agrawaletairomt ■ ^^^^ ^^-^-^^ ^^er in view of 

J le.al.C OnZntegratmgCatalogs', Claims 103-105 stand rejected under 35 US C 

§103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Kramer eta, " • 

. ^^'"^^^*^^-^^^^ewofMartinJr.etaI.,and 
further m view of U.S. Patent No 5 855 ni ^ . cu . 

No. 5,855,015 to Shoham. The Office's contentions are 

respectfully traversed. 



CLAIM 1 



^^^^^^ 

(emphasis added) .... 

a heuris«c modeler (a, teas, ,he mapping and sorting fig « #8,0 

~-''-'°------~.iccaue:.:~^^^^^ 
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cols. 21-32) m accordance with the at least one actual user characteristic the 

(at least the software 
attnbute vector mapping uses data from the facts in the database, fig. 8, col 21, II. 
1 .... 

Kramer et al. fail to disclose tlie claimed subject matter. 

Assumtng ar^en,o fl^t an attribute vector represents a heuristic user charactensttc as 
*e Office asserts, Kramer et al. nonetheless do not disclose a ^...^.te,^ 
.ha,.s,i,,Mm«.,,.,,„. Kramer etal. (Col. 21. lines 1-6) disc.ose(emphasis added,... 
Each new fact entered into the database 804 is presemed ,o the mapping 
subsystem 810. which uses knowledge obtained from a metadata server (FIG 7) 

'^"^^^^^'^^-fi^'^i^^^fJ^^ The mesadasaiscache^ 

las^Jatabase 804 and so is available to mapping subsystem 810. 

T1.US, Kramer et al. teach that an attribute vector is updated based on metadata cached in a local 
database. Updating an attribute vector and caching metadata, however, are not equivalent to 
slorina a heuristic us^r .-h....-, eri.,lic in th. ,.,„ p„<-||r 

Fu-ther, the Office (Action of August 28, 2007 at page 4) asseris that Ute entered 
.nto the ,^804 represent Mnial^..,,h.m^ included in the ^u,. Kramer et 
a.., however, teach that the MUb^^r 808 and the dartre 804 represent s_,,,,^ 
m^. For example, Kramer et al. (Col. 21, lines 51-58, dtsclose (emphasis added,. .. 
The Illuminatton Sorter 8.6 then tues daa&BUta^daa_ (the d«^ 
fflltocto the asribuievecsatm and the BfioleanAbarMterma) to do two 
thmgs. Ftrst. i, selects a set of illuminations that match either facts about the 
^2»™MUhedaabase 804 or the comumeriattribu.e vectoTs;;^^!;^!..... 
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de,e™„ed v,a a match score computed flmJheJhr«daasoi^ 
Kramer eta,. teacht.a.tHe.t«,«„„3 
^e,whtcht.eOfflceassertsco„t.n3..«,,,,,,H^^ 

vec.ora.c,ose...Kramere.a^cam,„.Bee,u.v.ett.toa,..,.^^ 
^^S^SfLinthcuscTsmm as recited in claim I. 

ForatIeastt.esereasons,c,aim,isa,WaMeover.acproposedcom.mationofKramer 
-.ar.dMar.in,r.eta,. -.ms , 

Mlowable for at leas, the rea^ns discussed with respect to claim 1 . 
CLAIM a 

Claim 6 recites (emphasis added) "The targetin, system of claim 1. thrther comprising at 
leas, one monttor, wherein sa,d at least one nfc.ms.,^a,,,H«^^ 

— Wherein said monitor is communicatively connected to said vtrtu. 
database, and wherein a. least one -lMUl....i™..i.i^^ 

With respect to clatm «, the Office (Actton of August 2S. 2007 a. pages 5-«, asserts that 

(emphasis added)... 

^..KoBHofclaim 1 ««her 1,,,,^,^.,,^^,,^^ 

w^etn sa,d monitor .s commun.cattvel, coupled to said virtual database (see 
cent and server s.de components starting ftom col. U, 1. 1). and wherein at leas. 
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^^si^UaMtonemgnilor (see "updating a consumer model", col. 24, 1. 36) 
TT-us. fte Office assens tta. Kramer et al. d.sclose a mmU^^mM,nii,,m^^ 
"Si^Mak.. W.* respec. .o claim ,. however. a,e OfBee (Ac«on of August 
28. 2007 a, page 4, concedes that Kramer e, a., (emphasts added) . .d^a^ expressly 
teach a -mobile- communications device, a mfflilorftaLdaecsj^^ 
"^i^^dJiUtedai^ Wherein the detected time and location represent a cu^en, 
«n,e and location of the devce... .." Accordingly. Kramer e. at. do not disclose, teach or 
suggest a monitor that monitors the a. least one mobile commumcations device, as recited 



in claim 6. 



Further. Kt^er e. al. do not disclose that an ,cm,,,,,ot^r,,^ ^ 
accotdance with at least one ou«,„. of ,,id,u«t^,,^,. ^ 
al. (Col. 24. imes 36-39) disclose (emphasis added) ".. fl., 
of .he aBri6«^,,,a2!:S08 in a consumer model.- Updatmg an «Wbm™ is „ot 
equivalent to varytng an .«u,U!.,,,h„«^. To d.e contn^. with respect to claim 
.. a>e Office (Action of August 28, 2007 at page 4) asserts that mMMm^i,:m^ 
ate represented by the ^ disclosed at Col. 20. lines 65-66. and that a heuristic user 
Characteristic is represented by an attribute vector. Accordingly, the portion of K^mer e, 
al. cited by the Office does not disclose, teach, or suggest that an acmaluser 
cJmMt^ ,s vatied in accordance with at least one ,,,^,,,^1,,,^,,^^^^^^^ 
a. recited in claim 6. Moreover. Martin ,r. et a,, do no. cure the deficiences of Kramer et 
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For at least these reasons, claim 6 also is allowable 



Kramer et al. and Martin Jr. et al. based 



over the proposed combination of 



on its own merits. 



CLAIM SI 

Amended Caun 53 ,eci,es (e„ added) . .a „e„i,. a,,,,,^^^^^ 
^ a..o.a.ed wi«. ,He ....BI.^^,,,,,^^ „ ^^^^^^^^ ^^^^ 
data r„ a c„„e„, , co„™„„, ^ 

database c„„pHsi„g a. lea., one „ ,,,,,1,,^,^^ ^^^^ _ 

^ l-««n.d.teM. abou. saM use. wWin *e a,so 
includes one or more items of deteaedtimsaMJocat^^ . . .» 

AS discussed above respect ,„ claim the proposed combination of Kramer e. a. 

andMartm,r.e.a,.fa.,stodisciose.teac.,orsu.ges.aWtt««con,Hsi„,a.,eastone 

-.uding an _ ^ teM.,!.^, 

characteristic about said user, as recited in claim 53. 

Further, the Office (Action of Angus, 28, 200y at page , a) concedes that Kramer et a, do 
«o, exp^ssly .each a mobile communtcations devtce or a Wb«.U«« <„eludes one or 
— "ems Of M«in..l,ii.«,. Nonetheless, the Office a, page asserts 
*a. Manin ,r. e. al. teach " . .a mobile communtcations device, and a monitor that detects time 
and locatton representing the c„„ent time and location of the device." The Office at page 
1 7) further asserts that (emphasis added). 

n would have been obvious ,0 one of ordinary slcill in the art a. the time the 
tnventton was made ,0 modify Kramer, such that the m,rm^,,^,,>4J,^^, 
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would be mo„i,„r«t detected and ^ and ,he system would 
add, K,na>,y use a.e .toa and location to provide advertisements. The mcivatton 
would have been to provide better targeted advertising, as taught by Martin ,r. 
(col. 11,11.48-60). 

However, neither Kramer et a,, nor Martin ,r. et al. suggest ir, a virtual database one or 

<>f.^m.,M.^,,,,.^ drat are associated with a mobile conununrcattons 

device. 

To the contrary, the Office concedes that Kramer e. al. do no. disclose detecting time and 
location data of a mobile communications device. Fu*er. Martin .r. et al. (Col. 1 1. lines 39-41) 
d.sclose ^ a mobile device, current geographic location informa«on itr combination with «re 
current time to ^ idle content, but do not disclose, teach, or suggest ^ ..ch informatton 
m a virtual database. In fact. Marttn ,r. et al. ,Col. 1 ,i„es 50-59) disclose «d^ .he idle 
content of dre mobile device when dre loca.ion and/or time infortnation assorted w,th mobile 
device charrges. Thus, the system of Martin ,r. et al. has no reason to ^ detected time and 
locatton data tn a database. The Office appears to reach its conclusion by tesorting to hindsight 
which MPEP §2142 cautions is impennissible: 

To reach a proper detertnination under 35 U.S.C. 103. the examiner must step 
backward m time and into the shoes wom by dre hypodretica, "person of ordinaty 
slc.il .„ the art- When d,e invention was unknown and jus. before it was made 
The ter,de„cy to resort to -lundsigh.- based upon app,ican.-s disclosure ,s oiten ' 
dtfficuh to avoid due to the very nature of the examination process. However 
unpennissible hindsight must be avoided and the legal conclusion must be ' 
reached on die basis of the facts gleaned from the prior art 
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n.e proposed combination of Kramer e, al. and Martin ,r. e, al. ms ,o suggest simg 
one or more items of Mti,,,,.^^^ ^ ^^^^^^ communications 

devtce. Accordingly, .l,e pn,p„sed combination of Kramer et al. and Martin Tr. e, al. ftils to 
disclose, .each, or suggest a virtual database composing at leas, one u.,,^ ^ 
^ai^i^im* about said user and a tm.M^,,:,nn.i^^,,^ about said user 
whe^in the vimral da«,a.e also includes one or more items of ^,,,,,,,04^^ 
as recited in claim 53. 

For at leas, these reasons, claim 53 is allowable over the proposed combination of 
Kramer et al. and Martin Jr. e. al. Clatms 55-57 depend from claim 53 and ftetefore are 
allowable for a. leas, flte reasons discussed wifl, respect to claim 53. 

Further. Cairn 58 includes subject matter similar to that of claim 53. For example, claim 
« reCes (emphasis added) •^ - monitor ti,at de.ec. fe,,,,dt,,,a^ 

««n..ti.ad^. Wherein the detected time and location data rep^sent a 

'"^^''''^^''^^^^ at least one fnst 

database composing actital information entered by a user of fl,e wi..less dev.ce; at leas, one 
second database composing moni.ored information of behavior by the user of «,e wi„less device 
Wherein tire a. least one «m.dd«MMs.^a^^O,^^ 

i^m^.. .... Therefore, claim 58 is allowable for at least time reasons dtscussed wi* respec. 

to claim 53. 

Claim 59 also inch^des snbjec. ma„er similar .o that of clatm 53. For example, claim 59 
reces (emphasis added, -oniloring lto^^,,dl,,a^^ 
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— whe.ta .toe and .„ca«o„ da. i„<,ica.e a cun.„, ,„ca«o„ of .he 
mobUe _iea«o„s device; bui.ding a .^..idM^ „f i„f„_,„„ _ 
whe.e.„ «.e v.„„a, da.ha.e includes one o. i.en.. of ^..^....dj.,,^,,,^^ 
'^fl'^^^^^feil^-— ^i!^^ Therefore, Oa.™ 59 is ailowabie for a. leas, fte 
..asons discussed wi.h respec. .o c,a.n. 53. Claims 6,^4 and 6a-.0 depend fton. ciain, 59 and 
flierefore are allowable based a. leas, on claim 59. 

Addiiionall,, Cain, 8, includes subjec, n.a«er similar .o tta. of claim 53. For example 
Cam, 81 reci.es (emphasis added) . .means for moni.oring JMto.,si^ 

.o a in^a..^^,^,,,,,^ ^^^^^^ ^ 

curren. loca.on of d,e mobile commnnica«ons device, means for accep«n. a vir^al da.base of 
u,fo™,a.ion regarding a mobile comm™ica«ons dev.ce user, where.n d,e v,r.ual da^base 

— Therefore, claim 81 is allowable for a. leas, d,e reasons discussed 
wft respec, .o Cairn 53. Claims 83-85 and 87-90 depend fi.m claim 81 and d,e.efore are 
allowable based at least on claim 81. 



CLAIM 91 



Clai™ 9, reci.es (emphasis added) "...a, leas, one device in.erface ,o a. le.. one mobile 

nications device; a searcl 
user characteristic of the at least < 



conm,un.ca.,ons device; a searching inierface; a ,S.^g,d«« eo.pnsing a. leas, one acua, 



one user, a. leas, one heurisiic user char.n.>„^;- of fte a. leas, 
one user, and one or more i,en,s of to^...^^ corresponding .o d,e a. leas, one 
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'■^^'^^'-"i^a^. . co„..„e. co^n^icatively co^eCeC ,„ ,he a. lea., one 

database; wherein sa,d ~...om«J.ML.,,,i,,^^ 
«^ a. leas, one «i.H..,,h,^ ^, 

'-^^^ and „He.ein saM controller „ . ^ ^^^^^^ 
acco^nce wi«. «.e a. ,ea. one heuristic .er charac.eHs.ic, .he a. ,eas, one acn., nser 
charac.eris.ic. and a. leas, one onhe one or „ore i.en.s of .in,e and location da.a " 

As discussed above wi* .espec. .o clain, 53. ti,e proposed con,hina,ion of Kran,er e. al 
andMar.i„r.e.a,.fails.odisclose..eaeh.orsu..es.a«^„„^„„^„^_ 
«--fSim^Mdl..ai^co.esponding ^^^^^^ 

(Action Of Au^s.2S. 2007 a.pa,e2„ concedes .ha.Kran.cre.a,. does no. e.press„.eacha 
«>ohile connnu^cations dev.ce. T.us. Kramer e. al. ^ .each s.orin« .in.e and location da.a 
co^sponding .o a^ohile conununications device. Purser. Mar,i„ ,r. e, al. do no, sug.es. 
teOg one or n.ore ,.e.s of da.,.,,Uh,,^,,,^^^ ^^^^ ^.^ ^ ^^^^^ 

communications device. According,., ti,e p„posed combination of Kran,cr c. al. and Ma«in ,r 

^'"'■'"""''"''"^^•''^"■"-"^--^^-prisingoneormo^i.en.softi^ 
co„espo„di„g .„ .he a. leas, one =,*U....„o»i.,^^ 3s reCed in 

claim 91. 

Fu«her. d,e p^posed combination of Kramer e. al. and Ma«in ,r. e. al. does no. d.sclose 
a con^oller ti.a. genera,es a. lea., one l...n.ti.,.,,,,,^^ ^ 
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one acn., charaCeH... an. a. lea.. „„e orujn.,,,,,,,^ ,^ ^ 

moblJe cnmm.miVations H^viV^ 

to fac, ^ Offoe (Ac«c„ of Augu. 28. 2007 a. page. 29-30, d,^,^ Kr.n.er 
e. a.. a,<.„. Ma«i„ e. a,. d.c,ose, .each, or sugge. ^g.......^^,,,,,,^^ 

.n accc^ance w.* an ac.ua, use. cha.ac«s.ic ^ amondJ..«i^. Office 

a..)co„cedes*a.K.^c.e.a,.d„„„.e,«cM,.each"..,e„e.a..„g...use.cW.en3..ca„<, 
«g acco..i„g .0 «,e ,tae aud ,oca.ion da.a" Fu.the, fte Office (/.., a.se«. «,a. 

(emphasis added)... 

I. would have been obvious ,o one of ord,nary skill i„ ar. a. fte toe U.e 
.nve„.,o„ was made ,o ™od,fy Kramer, such ,ha. .he cuxren, an,e and loca.ion of 
a mob,le dev,ce would be „o„„ored. de.ec.ed and s.ored. and fte sys.e„, would 

:t: ;r ^''^''^'^^^ ^e.o.iva«on 
wo 1 have been ^ ^^^^^ 

(CO,. „.„. 48-60,. Tl.us,«,eclain.edsubjec.„a„erwouldbeimple„,en,ed 
However, p^viding advenise^en. is no. e,uivalen. .o ge„e.a..ng a h^tac^h,™, 
m accordance wid, an MiaUiactaea^ an, j^^^ MPEP 52,43 

requires fta. .he proposed con,bina«on of ci.ed references .each or sugges. ^ d,e claimed 
subjcc. n.a..er in order .o es.abhsh a^,.™,^.„. of obviousness. The OfBee has failed .o 
.den«y how U,e ci.cd pHor ar. references disclose all of .he e,en,en.s .^i.ed in cla.„, 9, 
For a. leas, .hese reasons, clarn, 91 .s allowable over .he proposed co™bina«on of 

allowable for a. leas, fte reasons discussed wi,h respec. .o claim 91 . 
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CLAIM in^ 



Ca.™ 103 recite. (e.pha.is added) " . .a fi.. da,a bank of ,«^ta,cJafe wherein 
^a.d firs. da,a ban. inCude. a, ieas. one us. charac,eris«c e„.e.^ ,y ^ _ „ 

U,a.n.oniu,rs a 

ciiaMLlocalion of the con.m,.nj..^„„. ■■ 

The Office (Action of August 28. 2007 a, page 39, concedes .ha. Kramer e, a,, do no. 
expressly disclose a w,re,ess connnu„ica.,o„ dev.ce. However. *e Office (/.., asserts dta. 

(emphasis added). 

Martin Jr teaches a mm^,ss^,nmMU,,,,n^. and a monitor that detects 
ta,e and location representmg the CHIsnUiissandlocai^^ Time 
and location is used ,o prov.de even better targeted advertising (col. 1 1, 11. 48.60, 
Kramer discloses targeted advertising using a virtual database about the user and' 
provdmg advertisements to the user (see above., It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Kramer, such titat the currM^i^jeajdl^ „f a mobile device would be 
'^'^^^^^^^Mm.imim^ and the system would additionally use ti,e time 
and location to provide pdvertisem^T^t. 

However, using time and location data to p^^yM^^dy,,^ 

in accordance witi, a ti^^^atail^r. I^erefore, the Office M_s 
'-^ .hat Kranter e, al. and/or Martm ;r. et al. dtsclose. teach, or suggest a firs, data bank titat 
'-'-'^^^^^MM^^LS.^^ detennined in accordance with a tm,,,^ 

» titat monitors a cunent location of tite wireless communtcations device, as recited in 
Cairn .03. MPEP ,2.43 re^utres tita. tire proposed combination of ci.ed ..ferences .each or 
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sugges. ^ cM.ed .ubjec. „aner i„ or,er .„ esublish a pH^a facie case of obviousne. 
Office has fai,e. .„ Me„«fy how «,e Ced pno. a„ „fe„„ces disclose a« of «,e e,e.e„.s 



recited in claim 103. 



Because K™,e, e. a., do no, disclose .^itoomuafe«i,ad^. Kramer e. a. 

^disc.oseause.charac.eris.cde,en„.„ed in accordance wi«,a«.ea„d,oca.o„.o„i.or 

*a.n.oni.o.ac»enUoca«onofawi.e,esscon,„„„ica«o„sdev.ce.Pn«i,e.,Ma„i„,..e.a. 
do no. disclose de,en„i„i„, .s^,,^!,,,,^ ^ ^ ^^^^^ ^ ^ 

cha«c.eris.ic deiennined in accordance wi«, a ,i„,e and location monitor. 

Additio„a,,y, Shohan, also does no, d.sCose deiennining a user characteristic in 
accordance with a time and location monitor. Rather. Shoham (Abstract, discloses ..flning 
fi..ure sea^H, retiieval. and presentation of i„fo„nat.on based on ^.i,,^,,,^ ^„ 
user. Reti„n, .„,ormation search and retneva, based on r^^^^^^j^ , „„, 
**-"i-™.>M^ in accordance with a «n...odJ.,.ti..»^ «.at monito. a 
ct^en. location of the wireless comn„m.cations dev.ee. Therefore, ti.e p^posed eombhtation of 

Kramer et a,.. Martineta,.. and Shoham fails todisclose. teach, or suggest the subject matter 



recited in claim 103. 



For at least tirese reasons, claim ,03 is allowable over «,e proposed combination of 
Kramer et al. and Martin ,r. et al. in view of Shoh»,. Clatms ,04 and ,05 depend .om claim 
.03 and therefore are allowable for a. leas, the reasons discussed with respect to claim ,03 
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Concluding Comments 

n>e fo„goi„, ^^3^^, ,^ ^^^^^ ^ 

no. .o .e ^r.^ ^ ^^^^^^^ ^^^^^ 

construed as implying that there are not other valiH 

other vahd reasons for patentability of that claim or other 

claims. 

any other charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 
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